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DETAILED ACTION 
Claim Objections 

1 . Claims 6 and 16 are objected to because of the following informalities: 
In line 1 of claim 6, "any" should be deleted. 

In line 2 of claim 16, "occupant of the seat" should be changed to —occupant in the seat--. 
Appropriate correction is required. 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 102 

2. The following is a quotation of the appropriate paragraphs of 35 U.S. C. 102 that form the 
basis for the rejections under this section made in this Office action: 

A person shall be entitled to a patent unless - 

(b) the invention was patented or described in a printed publication in this or a foreign country or in public use or on 
sale m this country, more than one year prior to the date of application for patent in the United States. 

3. Claims 1-4, 14, and 19 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 102(b) as being anticipated by 
Browne et al. (U.S. Pub. No. 2003/0001372). 

Browne et al. disclose a blocking unit (36) and a reversible drive (45) to drive the 
blocking unit, in response to a first signal, from an initial position to an operative position 
(paragraph 32, lines 1-5), the drive being associated with a timing arrangement to control the 
drive to return the blocking mit to the initial position after a predetermined period of time 
(paragraph 32, lines 5-7), the arrangement incorporating an energy absorbing element (88), 
which is part of the drive (Figure 4), operative to absorb energy as the blocking unit is moved 
from the operative position by an applied force paragraph 46). A pre-crash sensor is provided 
and the first drive signal is generated in response to the sensing of a potential crash by the 
precrash sensor (paragraph 32, lines 8-13). The reversible drive incorporates a rack (Figure 3) or 
a piston and cylinder unit (paragraph 70, lines 10-12), wherein the safety arrangement provides 
front protection for a seat occupant in the event of a crash (Figures 1 and 2). 
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Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 103 

4. The following is a quotation of 35 U.S. C. 103(a) which forms the basis for all 
obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the im ention is not identically disclosed or described as set forth in 
section 102 of this title, if the differences between the stibject matter sought to be patented and the prior art are 
such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the invention was made to a person 
having ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. Patentability shall not be negatived by the 
manner in which the invention was made. 

5. Claims 5 and 15-17 are rejected under 35 U.S. C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over 
Browne et al. in view of Behr et al. (U.S. Pat. No. 4,951,963). 

Browne et al. disclose the claimed invention as discussed above and that a signal is 
supplied to stop the blocking unit from being driven further towards the operative position when 
the blocking element is moved into contact with an object, but does not disclose that a contact 
sensor supplies the signal, or that the seat is provided with a sensor to sense a parameter. 

Behr et al., however, disclose a sensor (26) disposed on the surface of a blocking unit and 
that the seat is provided with a sensor to sense a parameter, wherein the sensor is able to detect 
the presence and weight of an occupant in the seat and a seat position sensor able to sense the 
position of the scat in the direction of the longitudinal axis of the vehicle (column 5, lines 64-68). 

Therefore, it would have been obvious to one having ordinary skill in the art at the time 
the invention was made to modify the invention of Browne et al. in view of the teachings of Behr 
et al. to have a contact sensor supply the signal to stop the blocking unit since contact sensors 
provide a reliable and accurate method of detecting the exact instance that two elements contact 
each other. It would also have been obvious to have a sensor in the seat to sense a parameter so 
the blocking unit can further be controlled based on additional parameters to better protect the 
occupant depending on the type or location of the occupant. 

6. Claims 6-10 and 12 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over 
Browne et al. in view of Lee (U.S. Pat. No. 4,518,183). 

Browne et al. disclose the claimed invention as discussed above and that the energy 
absorbing element is actuated in response to a second signal (when blocking unit 36 is contacted) 
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but does not disclose that the energy absorbing element is an inflatable element. Lee, however, 
discloses that the energy absorbing element is an inflatable element (50; column 4, lines 14-25). 
Because both Browne et al. and Lee teach methods for absorbing energy fi-om an impact, it 
would have been obvious to one skilled in the art to substitute one method for the other to 
achieve the predictable result of absorbing energy from the impact of a collision. 

With respect to claim 12, although Browne et al. disclose that a signal is generated based 
on a force of knees impacting the blocking unit, Browne et al. does not specifically disclose that 
the signal is supplied by a crash sensor. It would have been obvious to one having ordinary skill 
in the art at the time the invention was made to use a crash sensor to generate the second signal 
in response to the sensing of crash, since it is old and well known in the art that crash sensors are 
used to determine a collision event. 

7. Claim 1 1 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Browne et al. in 
view of Lee, and further in view of Behr et al. 

The combination of Browne et al. and Lee discloses the claimed invention as discussed 
above and that a signal is supplied to stop the blocking unit from being driven further towards 
the operative position when the blocking element is moved into contact with an object, but does 
not disclose that a contact sensor supplies the signal. Behr et al., however, disclose a sensor (26) 
disposed on the surface of a blocking unit. Therefore, it would have been obvious to one having 
ordinary skill in the art at the time the invention was made to further modify the invention of 
Browne et al. in view of the teachings of Behr et al. to have a contact sensor supply the signal to 
stop the blocking unit since contact sensors provide a reliable and accurate method of detecting 
the exact instance that two elements contact each other. 

8. Claim 13 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Browne et al. in 
view of Lee, and further in view of Desrochers et al. (U.S. Pub. No. 2003/0173120 Al). 

The combination of Browne et al. and Lee discloses the claimed invention as discussed 
above but does not disclose that the crash sensor indicates the degree of severity of a crash. 
Desrochers et al., however, does disclose a crash sensor that indicates the degree of severity of a 
crash (paragraph 1). Therefore, it would have been obvious to one having ordinary skill in the 
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art at the time the invention was made to further modify the invention of Browne et al. in view of 
the teachings of Desrochers et al. to indicate the severity of a crash so the blocking unit can be 
further controlled to better protect the occupant. 

9. Claim 18 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Browne et al. in 
view of Lee, and further in view of MuUer et al. (U.S. Pub. No. 2002/0153716 Al) 

The combination of Browne et al. and Lee discloses the claimed invention as discussed 
above but does not disclose that the inflatable element is inflated by a multistage gas generator, 
that is controlled by a controller responsive to sensed parameters. MuUer et al., however, 
disclose that an inflatable element is inflated by a multistage gas generator that is controlled by a 
controller responsive to sensed parameters (paragraph 5). Therefore, it would have been obvious 
to one having ordinary skill in the art at the time the invention was made to further modify 
Browne et al. in view of the teachings of Muller et al. to use a multistage gas generator in order 
to inflate the airbag at different pressures associated with seriousness of the accident. 

Conclusion 

10. The prior art made of record and not relied upon is considered pertinent to applicant's 
disclosure. Arwood et al. and Tajima et al. disclose similar safety arrangements. 

Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the 
examiner should be directed to DREW J. BROWN whose telephone number is (571)272-1362. 
The examiner can normally be reached on Monday-Thursday from 8 a.m. to 4 p.m.. 

If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's 
supervisor, Lesley D. Morris can be reached on 571-272-665 1 . The fax phone number for the 
organization where this application or proceeding is assigned is 571-273-8300. 
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Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained from the Patent 
Application Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information for published applications 
may be obtained from either Private PAIR or Public PAIR. Status information for unpublished 
applications is available through Private PAIR only. For more information about the PAIR 

system, see http://pair-direct.uspto.gov. Should you have questions on access to the Private PAIR 
system, contact the Electronic Business Center (EBC) at 866-217-9197 (toll-free). If you would 
like assistance from a USPTO Customer Service Representative or access to the automated 
information system, call 800-786-9199 (IN USA OR CANADA) or 571-272-1000. 

Drew J. Brown 
Examiner 
Art Unit 3616 

db 

5/2/08 
/Ruth Ilan/ 

Primary Examiner, Art Unit 3616 



